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REMARKS 

The foregoing amendments and following remarks are submitted in response to the 
Office Action mailed September 20, 2004. 

Claims 1-26 are pending. 

The features of claim 17 regarding the amount of reducing agents have been incorporated 
into amended claim 1, and claim 17 is cancelled without prejudice. The features of claim 19 
regarding the addition of reducing agents to clinker during the intergrinding process for 
manufacturing cement is incorporated into amended claim 1 as well, and claim 19 is cancelled 
without prejudice. 

The Examiner's objections and comments are addressed in the order presented, as 
follows: 

Information Disclosure Statement . 

The Examiner noted that foreign documents cited on the PTO-1449 filed 11/17/03 would 
not be considered if not in English, and hence Applicants have filed a Supplemental Information 
Disclosure Statement with PTO-1449 identifying English abstracts of the foreign documents. 

Double Patenting . 

Claim 9 is amended to avoid the double patenting rejection, which is overcome and 
should be withdrawn. Claim 9 no longer duplicates any other pending claim. 

Rejection under Section 112 . 

Claims 1-26 were rejected under 35 USC 112, both paragraphs, on grounds that the 
claims recite the salt or derivative of hydroxylamine or hydrazine, then recite the structure. In 
response, the Applicants amend independent claims 1 and 25 such that the terms "salt or 
derivative thereof follow the chemical structure, and therefore the rejections under Section 112 
are overcome and should be withdrawn. 

Claims 4 and 6 are amended to delete the term "general." 

Claim 16 is amended to depend on claim 15 instead of improperly depending on itself. 

Claim 23 is amended to depend on composition claim 22 instead of method claim 1. 

Claim 26 is amended to specify the additional component, so that it will be understood 
that the additional component is other than the hydrazine recited. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicants submit that the rejections 
under Sections 1 12 are overcome and should be withdrawn. 

Rejection under Section 103 . 

Claims 1, 17, and 19-22 were rejected under 35 USC 103 over Richardson or Sugimoto. 
The Examiner stated that both references taught methods in which hydrazine was combined with 
cement, but noted that neither reference recited that the addition of hydrazine is to reduce 
hexavalent chromium. 
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In addition, claims 1, 11, 15, 17, and 19-24 were rejected under 35 USC 103 over 
Clampitt, ostensibly for similar reasons. 

The rejections under Section 103 are traversed. 

None of the references, whether considered individually or in combinations with other 
references, teaches or suggests using hydrazine or hydroxylamine during the intergrinding of 
cement for the purposes of reducing hexavalent chromium. 

Nor do the references teach or suggest the use of such compounds in an amount of 10- 
5000 parts per million based on the weight of cement so manufactured. 

Richardson is concerned with making aqueous slurries of cement such that they contain 
nitrogen gas-forming reactants having concentrations and reactions rates which are correlated 
with the temperature and pressure in the zone to be cemented (e.g., subterranean wells). See Col. 
1, 11. 6-14; See also Claim 1). More particularly, Richardson is intent on providing a volume- 
stabilizing amount of gas production during substantially all of the setting and hardening of the 
cement. Id at Col. 1, 11. 6-14. Thus, Richardson can not be said to provide any suggestion or 
motivation to employ a hexavalent chromium VI reducing agent during the intergrinding of 
clinker to produce cement, as presently claimed. 

Sugimoto is concerned with pulp-and-carboxyl-containing polymer packaging which is 
disrupted upon mixing in a truck agitator, so that a superplasticizer can be released from the 
packaging into a fresh concrete, mortar, or cement paste. Thus, Sugimoto can not be said to 
provide any suggestion or motivation to employ a hexavalent chromium VI reducing agent 
during the intergrinding of clinker to produce cement, as presently claimed. 

Finally, Clampitt is concerned with aqueous gels for plugging fractures in subterranean 
formations, and thus Clampitt can not be said to provide any suggestion or motivation to employ 
a hexavalent chromium VI reducing agent during the intergrinding of clinker to produce cement, 
as presently claimed. 

In view of the claim amendments and remarks, the Applicants submit that the rejection 
under 35 USC 103 is overcome and should be withdrawn. 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the amendments, this application is believed to be in form for allowance, 
which is respectfully requested. 
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